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EFFECTS OF EYE CONTACT, POSTURE, AND VOCAL INFLECTION
UPON CREDIBILITY AND COMPREHENSION

.Steven A. Beebe

Speegh teachers since the time of Aristotle, Cicero,

and Quintilian have noted the significance of effective

speech delivery. In suppot of the ancient rhetoricians,

studies have cbhciuded that speech delivery var

iablesay improve a sptaker's credibility and enhance

lis ener comprehension.1 Recent surveys indicate that

"dev loping effective delivery" remains a primary instruc

tional objective, in the speech classroom.2 Additional

evidence, however,psuggests that several delivery cues may

not be significant determinants of effectiveness) Therefore,

questions remain regarding which delivery variables contribute

most to improved speaker effectiveness --more specifically,

to higher credibility and greater comprehension.

Monroe4 discovered that audiences-identified a mono

tonous voice,: stiff posture, and lack of eye contact as the

three most distracting behaviors of public speakers. Speech

textbook authors, relying upon both personal experience and

research, note with unanimity that direct eye contact,.

variedkrocal inflection,' and "appropriate" posture are key

'delivery variables.5 Reid contends, "The minimum essentials

of eye contact, conversational voice, and posture themselves

,6
represent a degree of achievement.' Several inves4gations.

examining the importance of various delivery variabree-

-
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support. these authors' claims: direct speaker eye contact

may itrove speaker effectiveness.;17 varied vocal inflections

, and appropriate posture9 may also contribute to perceived

effectiveness." There is little databased theory,-hOwever,

that predicts how combinations of theie delivery variables

interact to affect credibility and comprehension in a

live,public spelking context. Questions-remain as to

which delivery variables are most significant and also as

to the effects of inconsistent or contradictory delivery

cues. Studies by Mehrabian, et al. 10 suggest that nonverbal

cues perceived as inconsistent affect the meaning of the,

4essage. A contradiction of le nonverbal message (e.g.,

deliverihg a speech with direct eye contact and a monotone

vocal inflectionl, may affect the meaning of the message

and have a subsequent impact upon the speaker's credibility

and listener comprehension. KnOwing which delivery variables

'are most important in influencing a speaker'eeffectiveness

could help to clarify relationships between individual
4

delivery cues and also provide additional insight as to

the function of spec 1'ic delivery variables.

Yinally, most researchers who have examined relation

ships. between delivery and speaker effectiveness have

relied upon videotaped pres'entatioAs rather than a live,

speaker. Several nonverbal researchers advocate using a

live speaker- because of speakeraudience immediacy- and

increased external validity.11
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limited vocal inflection In contributing to enhanced speaker

credibility and improved listener comprehension?

Independent Variables.Variables.

1. Exa Contact. Two levels of eye contact, constant

eye contact and no eye contact, were employed. Constant

eye contact was defined as a speaker's, eye contact with

the audience 95 to 100 per cent of-the time. In the
.1

no eye contact treatments, the speaker was instructed not

to look at any member of_the audience. She looked at.

her speaking notes-or down at the floor, but slit did not,

look directly at any person in the audience,

2. Posture.. 1s with eye contact, two levels of

posture were employed. In the formal posture-condition:. .

the speaker kept her back straight and her feet approximately

three inches apart. Her weight evenly distributed-on both

feet, the speaker stood behind a music stand, whichserved

as a lectern, so that her posture could be visible to the

audielice; In the casual posture speaking condition, the

sppaker stood with her sh,441ders slumped forward. Her

feet were approximately ten inches apartp.with her weight

shifting from one foot to th-e other. She Stood behind

music stand and-leaned on it tor support.-

3. Vocal' Inflection. Vocal irifl'ection was defined asr
the fundamental frequency or pitch of the voice, as measured

by a Honeywell VisiCorder. The average range of vocal

inflection for the limited vocal inflection treatments was

lbr
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from in to 222 Hz. Limad vocal inflection wa\defined

_as. the habitual Or coqpirstent vocal pitch of the'slieaker,

..as,vlidated by a Honeywell Visiconger, a, machine deSigned

to_provide an index of the fundamental frequenCy of the

voice. For_the varied vocal inflection-treatments, the

speaker had an average range of 1.85' to. 330 Hz._

Manipulation Check of a Independent Variables. -,

For purposes of stimulus va at±on, each of the speech

- presentations was videotaped during the expiriment. A

A
group of seventeen undergraduate Students at the University

.of Missi Columbia later evaluated the video tapes on the

basis of similarities of delivery presentation. They were

not told that the speaker deliberately maniPulated her

posturevieye contact, or vocal inflection. The raters

used semantic differential scales to describe the speaker's

delivery is each of the stimulus presentations. The bipolar

adjectives used were selected to provide descriptions of

the speaker's rate, eye contact, facial expression, posture,

gestures, vocal inflection, and pronunciation. Theraters*--
.

evaluations indicated that,the speaker appropriately varied

eye contact, posture, and vocal inflection and was able to .

.hold constant her rate, facial expressions, gestures, and

pronunciation.

The Honeywell Visicorder provided a further validation

check on the speaker'spanipulation of vocal inflection.

Audio recordings of the same three' sentences Were selected

ffom each presentation and subjected to Visicorder analysis.

6.
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Results lob' the analysis confirmdd that -the speaker

appropriately maniRulated her vocal inflection.

Dependent Variables

I. Saurce Credibility. Credibility_ was measured by

nine sevenpoint semantic diffei'ential scales. Based upon

the factor structure obtained by Berl°, Lemert, andiMertz,

and a subsequent factOr structure obtained by Beebe,13

factor scores from nine semantic scales were selected 'to

measure three factors of credibility. Data collected from

these semantic scales were again-gubjected to principle

component factor analysis in the present study. Three

distinct factors emerged--dynamism, believabilitYtand:;

likability. Table 1
A
presents the factor loadings fOr

the credibility scales.
Mi

2. Comprehension. Comprehension was measured by a

124

twentyitem, fourfoiled, multiplechoice test.., The
4

questions were prepared to cover the material presented in

the sevenminute informative speech about computer mtSic.14

Content validity was established by asking four graduate

students to)read theinfOrmative speed and rate each

question good; fair, or poor. 4Based upon their feedback,

three questions were rewritten. .,An estimate of-reliability_

was obtained by using the KuderRichardson Formula 20,,

which-yielded a reliability coefficient of .:63:15,
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Subjects

One hunded and seventy-one students in the e

.

,I.

.

A.
Inerqduction to Speech Communication course at the University

of Missouri-Cdlumbia completed the experiment. Two of the

eight exp&-imental-treatments were replicated, however,

A

so that an equal cell size of at'least sixteen could be
14,

obtained. Twenty-seven subjects were thus randomly

eliminated from the"Sample. _The groups of subjects that

were exposed to the stimulus treatments and the%ontrol

group were randomly selected from forty-three sections of

the basic speech, course. The final.sample was composed

of one hundred and forty -four subjects. Subjects represented

a college populations of both male and female, freshmen,"

sophaftores, juniors, and seniors; and a beterogenous

sampling.oT various college majors.

Procedures'

SUb!iects were told by their instructor one Week

before the experiment that class womid_b_e_beld in the

Speech Communication Laboratory. A student would be giving

an informative speech to the class, because her truct6i-

would 'like the student to receive soil "peer eve tionHL
.

from other students. They were told that the reason they

were meeting in the lab rather than in their qwn classroom

was so the speaker's instructor could video tape the speech

).
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-to allow the speaker and instructor to review the tape ,

together later.
,

All instructors involved in the study were given

4 written instructions so that the administrative procedures

would be uniform for all conditions. On the day of the

- experiment, when all of the subjects had arrived in the, *

speech lab for clas,s, the students' instructor told them,

"Today you are going to have*an opportunity to listen to

and critique a speaker. o has prepared an'informative

It

speech." The instructor further explained that 'the

speaker's instructor would like to have some student evaluation

"of both her as a speakeeand the speech she will deliver." #

The instructor.then introdUced the speaker to the 'class,

and the speaker delivered

delivery-treatment.

At the conclusion of

the, room. The instructor

her speech, using the appropriate

the speecht.the speaker left

said, "The speaker's instructor

would like to W. some feedback concerning how welltehe

communicated her ideas to the audience."' The instructor

-.then passed out the comprehension test and answer sheets

and,instructed the students to complete the test. The

instructor then distributed tlie semantic differential scales.

The subjects were asked to read the instructions and then to

complete the scales. In addition, the- subjects.were asked

to write any comments they wished to make ab9 the speaker's

speech'or presentation. Those subjects who served as a

control group were asked. to tale the "Computer Music Test",

to help validate a test fiven by another instructor:

9
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A posttest-Only control,group deli i wasused to

ip test the ,research hypotheses for comprShe sion. ,No control

group was necessaty to test the hypotheses for credibility.

Tests'for main effects and interactions among the treatment-
,

variables were performedithrslugh 4_2 x. 2 x 2 factorial.-

,41analysis of variance. Dunl ri.ett's es\-1.6 was used to compare
,...,

comprehension test-scores of subjects .;in the control group
1 .

. ,

to those of subjects in the experimental 'groups. In addition,
.1

,...

the mean score in the experimental 'groups was compared to

the mean score in the Control gr.ibut) for the comprehension

. variable. Fishers. Least Sivi4cant Differitce TestiTwas

used to-analyze differences between treatments when a
41.

sigfiificant F was obtained. The alpha level set for-the

rejection of thp null hypotheseS was .05.

,Results

ks. Contact, and Credibil AS reported in Table 2,

there was a significant eye contact and posture interaction

for the'dynamism factbr of cr dibility. Dynamism factor

score-means for eye contact and posture interaction are

. "presented in Table 3. The main effect for eye contact
a -

op the dynamism factor of credibility was also significant.

For the believability faCtor of credibility, Table

4 reports.a significant second ,order interaction, as well

Je

as a significant eye contact and vocal inflection interaction.
4

A significant main effect. for eye contacwas.also present

for the believability credibility factor. ;Table .5,reports

1U''
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the fActor score -means for the second order interaction.
I

Table'6 reports belieyability factor score means for the

eye contact vocal inflection interaction,

io
\

Table 7 iriaictes a significAnt secondorder interaction

for the likability fact:orof credibility. There was no

'significant main effect fo'r eye, contact. Table t rerrts-

. likability factor score means for eye contact, vocal

taw

4

inflection and posture interaction.

Ezt Contact and ymprehendion. Hypothesis-2 was #

supported. Subjects scored higher on,.Le comprehention test,

when the speaker used-constant eye contact than when she. used

no eye ceintact. Table 9 indicates that the,control

*44,

.scored significantly lower than the eight;experimental treat,

Ne/ment groups. The mean scares offiphe.controlgroup and

the experimental treatmaL groups are presented in Table 10.,

r

bunnettti Multiple Comparisbn_Test:Also confirmed that the

control group scored lower_than the' stithulus groups.

Posture and. Credibility.- The tbird research hypothesis

was not supported for either tli% dynamidh, bLievability, or

likability factors of credibility. Table 2 indicated that

there was a significant firstordef interaction between,
_ %

potture and eye contact on the dynathist credibility factor.
,r

_ - Posture and Comprehension. Hypothesis 4 was-not sup

ported. Table 9 reveals no significantormein effects for posture

and o6mprehension, or were thexoe.einy's;gnificant interactions.
4,

Vocal Inflection and Credibility. Table .2 revealb

that .there were no significant/ interactions or m* *effects .A
.

for vocal inflection on the'dynamism factor of

11
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As reported Table 4, there ,1#4.gs ii.' significant second

.-. .1 .- ,,y,

order,interaction and 'a significant. .eye Ontadt,pd vocal
P - .

.

inflection intLcactipn for the, believability factor of
. .

,
.

credibility" 'However, there was no significant main ettect
. .

. . . ,

for vocal inflection on the believability faCtor of

11

T

credibi 'ty.

Table indicates a significant second-LOrder interaction
I

as well as a significant main effect for vocal inflection

on the likability factor pa' Orisibility. Table 8 reports

factor score means for the'iikability dimension of credibility.

Thefefore, with theexcepfion of the.significant-main,effect

for the likability factor,. hypothesis 5 -Was"leneeany not

suppofte5,-

Vocal Inflection and Comprehension. Hypothesis 6

was not'supported. Subjects in the varied vocal inflection

treatments did not score significantly higher on the .

comprehensiori test than did subjects expos'd to the limited

.4dcal infleCtidn-conditions.

Discussion V

It is generally assumed thit a sPeakei,spliVery

will either enhance or detract from his. overall effectivenesq
,

as a public speaker. The, results off' thi's study do suggest

that some deliverv,variables, notably eye:cOntact; may
./-

4 .
;Contribute.to improved credibility and greater comprehension.

.

,However, the presence of first seconci6order interactions

:does not .allow one to expligate clear reaatiOnships between-
')

:the.independeht variables and -the credibility faCtors.

AC
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,While there were significant. main effects feeleeye

12

- contact.on.the dynamism and-belivability credibility
0.,

faCtors, the.pAssence of first and secondorder interactions

- should-be noted.. As indipated in' Table/3, the factoriecore

means for'the eye-contact and posture interaction suggest,

that the speaker was perceived ,as more cre6ible on the

dynamism factor in, the constai eye 'contact treatme4ti than _

k.

_

in the no eye contact treatments. These results are nerally'j

consistent with previous" research suggesting that eye

contact may contribute to enhanced iredibility. 18 The

results also.lend-some external validity to the co ions

of researchers, investigating the function of-eye contact
I

in interpersonal conteXts.19 Thus,itn comparison with

variations of either posture Or vocal inflection, constant

epeaker-Rye contact.appears to be the most consistent
et A

determinant enhanced

In addition to taking the comprehension test and
ft

completing the semantic differential scales, each subject

was asked to prepare a written evaluation of the speaker.

.According-to these*TMWAMILzts,.seventy7nine per cent

of all,subjects who were-exposed to .the no eye contact treatments
, -

felt that the speaker should,have used more eye contact.

It seems reaonable to condlude that 'their expectations. of

the speikek-maylakire been violated. This conclUsion, seem8

particularly true -since the subjects were speech students

who(hAd been instructed in both claia discussion,and required

a
144
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reading to Maintalt considerable eye contact.in their,

own speechesi,
/' 11/4-

Of'the three independent variabl s,examined, eke

contact Was the only oneo,esult in improved comprehension

not foynd eye .

40a

scores. While some investigations have

e- contact'to be a determinant of improved c omprehension,20

subjects' mean comprehensiOn scores in these studies were

in. the predicted direction. Subjects in thet

\?L contact conditions had higher comprehension s

didiubts in the no eye contact treatments.

seems plausible to conclude that speaker eye .con

constant eye

cores than

l

contribute to improved comer hension of an informatiVe speech.

'.' From a pedagogical stan ant, this study lends

It thus

tact may

,credenceto the speech instructor's litany for dire ct speaker

omprehen.7" eye contact with an audience; both credibility and c

sion may be improved. This staliy,t1so supports the t
J

thatospeaker eye contact,signals that'the communication

'eOry

channel is open and the speaker is interested in the

listener. Audience interest generated by constant speike

- eye contact may help focus the audience's attention on the

speak j' and subsequently-improve comprehension of the

information prbsented.

Compared with speaker eye_contact and vocal inflection,

speaker posture, defined in this-study as either formal

or- casual, appears to have the least infiuefice upon audience

Icerzeption of aspeaker's credibility. ItesearCh by
, I

-Mebrabian2l'hel; alio suggested that posture* may be less

important than eye contact in communicating 'favorable

14 ,
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attitudes," Mehrab ian?,1,41gaJaUgg,Ws that.either a too-
-

relaxe>'br extremely rigid posture may communicate -less

14

positive, attitudes than a more moderate_ pose. In light of

Mehrabian's hypothesized curvilinear relationshipbetwe,en.

posture and.attituds, different definitions, of- speaker

posture may produce .different resultb. Perhaps the'

operationallaefinitions of posture used in the present :

Study were too extremely-.'dichotomized. Additional

research is clearly needed before definitive conclusions
or'

regarding posture and credibility can be reached.

The formal or casual posture of.a spgaker apparently

has little effect upon the comprehension of an informative
*

speech. .But, as was the case with posture and credibility,

additidhalireseargh is 'needed before cgident conclutions

are made regarding the relationship between these two

variables.
4

As confirmed by the credibility ratings, speaker-

posture generally had-no significant effect upon audience

perceptions of the speaker as dynamic, believable, or

likable. Formal or casual speaker posture thus may

function as an important determinantof audience terest,

as'is'susjoected for direct speaker eye contac Variables

other than a speikerfs postureiriay need to b stressed Af

improved comprehension is the,desired.goal

The speakers varied Or limited vocal infleCtion

Osperally,had'no significant effect upon her per,ceived

3w
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credibility.' A notable.exception,thowever, was thetffect

i ection up. the likaeility credibility factor.

Thee.w ,a significant main effect for.vOcal inflection

on'the' 1 kability credibiliti'dimensiOn4But.this main

15

effect must be qualified by, the signiftc secondorder.

interaction. Tale 8 presents the factor kore means for, 1

the significant secondorder interaction on the likability
I

credibility-factor.

An interesting relationship worthy of additional corment,

is that of vocal inflection, eye contact, and percieved

credibility. This study suggests that direct eye contact

may enhance speaker credibility., The prq;ence Or absence
.

of speaker eye contactOn conjunction with speaker vocal

inflection, may serve as a confounding. variable When Credi= .

bility is the dependent variable. Wheh a speaker is delivering

a relatively technical, inforMati.re:speech and uses direct

eye tontact and limited vocal inflection,or4no eye contact

and varied vocal inq.ection he may be perceived.at,less 1

believable than if he has either -constant eye,qpntact-and
k .. .* . 4',_.

varied vocal inflection or no eye contact and limited
,

vocal inflection. This nonverbal behavior, seen as

_inconsistent or contradictory, may' explain the signifiCant

firstorder interaction betWeen eye contact and vocal

inflection, in add tion to ye secondorder interaction on

.thei5elievability. factor of ;redibility.

The speaker's vocal inflection had no significant .

effect upon comprehension. As-suggested by Knapp,23'it

may take more than just variation of the speaker's pitoh--

16
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to affect comprehensiamf He suspects that listeners can

adapt to any vocal presentation rather easily, and that

comprehension will not_be significantly affected by a

simple maipulat ion of pit ch.

The speech instructor should nevertheless continue,

to monitor a student's Vocal inflectibn and suggest that

the student attempt to vary*his pitch. FOr, as .findings

by Woolbert" and Glasgow25 imply,vvocal'inflection combined

with variation of voice quality, rate, and volume may serve

1 to enhance comprehension. Variation of these vocal delivery

attributes may h46 maintain audience interest and,subsequently

, increase comprehension.

A

Summary and Implications

This study-examined_the..indivtdual and interactive

effects of speakereye contact, posture, and vocal inflection_

-upon source credia.lity and listenerikprehension.in an

effort to substantiate claims that delivery variablesplay

an important role in-a public speaking' context. The

presence of first,andsecondorder interactions on the

credibility variables_may suggest that delivery cues do mot

oper!te in linear-relationships to speech effectiveness:

The dichotomous operational definitions of the independent

variables used ,in this study may have helped to achieve the

desirable goal of,niaximizing the experimental variance.

--"



But because imappropriate delivery may occur in less

extremes than defined here, some eAernarvalidity may .

haVe been sacrified. Perhaps future, research could

incorporadie a more moderate operational definition of
s

'the independent deliveryymlables.

The results suggest.thgt constant eye contact may

..enhance comprehension. Eye contact also seemed

to have sonie enhancing effect upon, the dynamism and
.

_belival4lity factors of credibility; Perhaps the'most

interesting result is the effect of contradictory delivery

cues-u n speaker credibility.. A,speaker'who has constant

eye confect And limited vocal inflection'may be perceived

as incredulous-beeetilst-rf'the inconsistent nonverbal

17

b'ehaviors In the present study, when the speaker employed-

contradictory delivery cues see was perceived as loss

believable.

Speak* postr;e, as operationalized in this study, had

Iitt7e effect,on e er credibility or comprehension. There
A=

wasalso-no differ nce between subjects' comprehension scores

in the varied, and inflection treatments.
p

Assa result _of this investigation we know more about

eye contact, posture, and vocal inflection, and,their single

and interactive effects upon credibility and comprehension.

But several que4tions remain unanswered. Additional

research could examine relationships bpfween eye contact

and,vocal inflection. Paiticular attention should be given

to contradictory messages conveyed by these two independent

1'
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variables. Both the shrt term :and long .term effects

upon credibility and comprehension should be considered.

As suggested by Gundersen and Hopper,6 research,should'

continue to fOcus upon interaction between.delivery and

of er speech variables, such aVompbs*ion. RelatiotiVhipS

between ,attitude Oange and credibility could'be considered.

And finilly,'multivail.ate dt'a.tistiealnalysis would

provide additional ,insight into the relation betweenddelivery

and speech effectiveness.,,

\ 19
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',FACTOR ANALYSIS OF CREDIBILITY SCALES

A
Semantic ,

Scale .

Dynamiss,
Factor

Believability
. Factor

Likability,
Factor'

aggyesitive- 4
meek 0.832 0.086

anergetic-
tired,

active-
passive

skilled-
unskflled

0.817

0.791 .

0.727

-0.812

0.155

0.286

0'4237

0.193

0.144 .

experienced-
inexperienced

honest=
dishonest

0.629

0.007

.4;70

0.763

0.059

0.337'

informed- r/
uninformed 0.217 0.814 0,004

unfriendly, 0:327 -0.001 0.820

kind-
crUel 0.104 0.313 0.830

26
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Table 2

.

' THREE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUKKKRY.TABIZ
FOR THE DYNAMISM 'FACTOR OF :

110(31%.CREDIBILITY

26'

er)

Source' S$ MS

Eye Contact (A) 1 46.04 46.04 74.18*

. Posture r) 1 .01 .81 .02

Vocal Inflection (C) 1 1.17 1.17 1.89
4

A X 8
t

4.78 % 14.78 7.70*
.... 0

A X C -_1 .31 .31 ,50
..

a 4B X C 1 .18_ .18 .29

-' A X Et X C I. .01 .02
,

Error 0 120 74.48 .62

11

Tot /4 127 ' 127.00
I

.

r

iF.

t

*SignlfiCant'at the .05 level.
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a

s
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Table 3

DYNAMISM FACTOR SCORE MEANS FOR EYE
CONTACT POSTURE INTERACTION

.

27

treitment
Factor Score

mean; _
0

Constant Eye, Contact, Casual Posture .8033 A B C

Conatant'Eye Contact, Formal Posture .3963

No Eye Contact, Formal Posture -.4167

No Eye Contact, Casual Posture -.7829 A ^D
4

4.
Any two factor score means sharing the same letter are

significantly different at the .05 level.

et

4,

-

k

r

4
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Table 4

THREWAY ANALYSIS,OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE
FOR THE BELIEVABILITY FACTOR OF

SOURCE CREDIBILITY

Source DF SS MS

Eye Contact (A) 1 6.73 6.73 7.45*

Posture (B) 1 .70 .70i ,77

Vocal Inflection (C) l' .70 .70 .77

A X B 1 .10 .10 .12

A X C N 1 4.60 4.60 5.08*

BXC 1 1.67 1,67 1.84

A X B X C 1 3.84 3.84 .4.25*

Error 120 108.64 . O''

Total 127 127.00

a

*Significant at the .05 level.

4
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Table 5
. .

RELIEVABILITYFACTOR'SCORE MEANS FOR EYE CONTACT
VOCAL-INIPLECTIONAND POSTURE INTERACTION

Factor Score
Treatment Mean

Constant Eye Contact,'
Formal Posture,
Varied Vocal Inflection .41686' A i CS

No Eye Contacti

Formal Posture,
Limited Vocal Inflection .4246 D E

Constant Eye Aontact,
Casual Posture,
Varied Vocal Inflection .2415

Constant Eye Contact,
Casual Posture,
Limited Vocal Inflection .1282

7

Constant Eye-Contact,
Formal Posture,

Limited-Vocakirection .0993

No Eye Contact,
ow-Casual Posture, ,

Varied Vocal Inflection -.3082

No Eye'COntaqt,
Casual Posture,
Limited coca} Inflection -,'.:1564

No Eye Contact, ,

Formal,POsture,,
Varied -Vocal Inflection -.6775 " A

r

G

GI

S

1

4

Any-two factor score means, sharing the same letter-axe .

Significantly different at the\05 level.

ro
o

ti

0.0

0

11, 30
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Tible 6

BELIEVABILITY FACTOR SCORE MEANS FOR EYE CONTACT
VOCAL 'INFLECTION INTERACTION

30

Factor Score
Treatment Mean

* Constant Eye Contact, Varied Vocal,
Inflection .3451 X B

Constant Eye Contact, Limited
'7Vocal, inflection .1137

No Eye Contact, Limited
Vocal Inflection -0341

0 ,

No Eye Contact, Varied Vocal
Inflection -.4929 A.

B C

4

Any two factor score means sharing the same letter are
significantly diffdrent at the .05 level.

31
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.y Table 7 - /

:-. 4t

THREE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SNMARY TABLE
FORM 'LIKABILITY FACTOR OF I

SOURCE CREDIBILITY

Source DF SS MS. F

Eye Contact 'EA) 1 3.30 3.30 3.58

Posture TB) 1 :So .50 ..54

Vocal Inflection (C) 4 1 5.25 5.25 s 5.68*

AXB 1 .34 .34 .37

A X C 1 1.),. 1.48 1.60
.

'\

.

B XC 1 .23 .23

t.

.26

AXBXC 1 5.04 5.04 5.47*

Error 120 110.84 , .92

.0)- '\
4.,

Total 127 127.00

*Significant at the .05 level.
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Tible S

LIKABILITY-FACTOR SCORE MEANS FOR EYE CONTACT
VOCAV/MFLECTIQW AND POSTURE INTERACTION

'

Factor Score
Treatment Mean

Constant lye Contact,,
Casual Posture,
-Varied Vocal. Inflection .5982 B C D

Constant Eye. Contact,
Formal Posture,
Varied Vocal Inflection .3413 E'

Constant Eye Contact
Formal Posture,
Limited Vocal Inflection .2068

No Eye Contact,
Formal Posture,
Varied Vocal Inflection' .1006

No Eye Contact, I-

Casual Posture,
Limited Vocal Inflection -:1111 D '-

r

No Eye Contact,
Casual Posture,
Varied Vocal Inflection -.2317

No Eye Contact,
Formal Posture,
Limited Vocal Inflection -.4003 B

Constant Eye Contact,
Casual Posture,
Limited Vocal Inflection -.5055 A

-32

Any two factor score means sharing the same letter are
significantly different at the .05 level.
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Table 9

MEAN SORES_OF CONTROL GROUP AND EXPERIMENTAL
TRE4TMENTGROUP,S FOR COMPREHENSION TEST

Treatment - Mean
Comprehension Score

Control Group 5.31*

No Eye Contact, Casual Posture,
Limited Vocal-Inflec)ion

No Eye Contact, Castial Posture,
Varied Vocal Inflection-

No Eye Contact, Formal Posture,,
Limited Vocal Inflection
)%

No Eye Contact, Formal Poiture,
Varied Vocal Inflection

Constant Eye Contact, Casual Posture,
Limited Vocal Inflection

Constant Eye Contact, Casual Posture,
Varied Vocal Infl ction

Constant Eye Contact,"KrmaI
'Limited Vocal Inflection

Constant Eye Contact, tOrmal
Varied Vocal Inflection
rP

Posture,

Posture,

10.15

11.00'

10.31.

10.38

13.06

13.38

11.31

13.56

*Dunnett's comparison confirmed that the control
group scored significantly lower than each experimental .

group at the .05 level of probability.

.34
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Table

THE -WAY ANALYSIS OF.VARIANCI SUMMARY-TAW
FOR THE COMPREHENSION TEST

..

7
r

(Sourcf DP SS
r,

MS F

e Contact (A)

.,

_

..

- <- Posture (B)

£0

-_, sl
Vocal` Inflection (C)

A X B

A C C

B X C

AXBXC
.

Control vs. avg. (A,B,C)

Error
.--

4
,/Total

7- -

8 .

1.

1

kl

1

1,

l

1
.,

1

135'
.

143

808.00

180.50

-8.00

24.50

2.53_

5.28

-2.53_

15.13

569.53

1030.44

1838.44

180.50

8:00

4.50

2.53

5.28__

2.53'

15.13

569.53'

, : "1.63

.

13.23*

.

2 .65*

1.05,

3.21

.33

.69
'''N,,

_;13

1.98

74.62*

Ge-
1'

*Significant at the tglevel.
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